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C= L&IDERS Task oonduots research to improve selection proce-
dures for the United States Military Academy and other primary officer
procurement progras, with emphasis on problems of identifying leadership
potential and career motivation among the applicants,

Since early in World War Ilp research on selection for the USMA, the
Reserve Officers Training Corps, and Officer Candidate Schools has been
continuous, resulting in the development and successive refinement of in-
struments and procedures for each procurement source. The increasing in-
portanve of the RCTC training program as a major source of men for commia-

sioning as second lieutenants in the Regular Army and in the Reserve and
recent expansion of the OCS program have required the updating of selection
procedures and the development of new valid predictors of officer training
and duty performance.

The present publication reports on a portion of Subtask a, "Improved
008 Selectors", FY 1968 Work Program, and describes a review of procedures
and instrmwents used by OCS selection boards in the standardized interview
and final evaluation of applicants for OCS training.

K .J. e UEIAMA,, Director
Behavioral Science
Research Laboratory
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REVIEW CF OCS BOMD DLMERVIEW PROCEDURES

BRIEF •

Requiremnnt:te ea s

To review practices in the conduct of the OCS Board Interview anddefin problem connected with use of the interview to obtain standardized
measures of the applicant's skill in interpersonal relations.

Procedure:

A queetionnalre dealing with the board interview as a component of
COS selection was completed in September and October 1966 by 286 officers
serving on 008 Examining Boards at 21 maJor Amy installations. Officer
responses to objective questions were analyzed statistically. Content
analysis was applied in the case of responses to open-end questions and
comnts received.

Findings:

The interview was considered a useful screening device by 97 percent
of the officers surveyed. The interview evaluations were considered par-
tioularly important in maintaining quality of 008 input from the recruit
population.

8ixty percent indicated the board interview should be required of all
applicants, 35 percent that it could be waived for senior NOsp Warrant
Officers, and college graduates with specialized training.

Eight characteristics were identified as critical in evaluating appli-
cants: general career motivation, ability to express ideas and formulate
opinions, reasoning and practical Judgment, moral integrity, background,
poise and self confidence, specialized knowledge, appearance. Of these,
expressive sbility, poise and self-confidence, and appearance were con-
sidereda easiest to judge in the interview.

Changes in the interview recmended by substantial numbers of

officers ware:

1. Revision or elimination of evaluations scored in Part I.

2. Provision for review of the applicant't military and civilianr
record prior to the Interview.

. More relaxed USorsl atmosphee.e

14. updating of b,*'v~ pq&f& 05



Utilization o± F laings

Officer reaction supported continued use of the board interview in
tbhe final screening of OCS applicants. Pre-interview review of the
applicant's record by board officers and simplification of the quantita-
tive evaluations required are planned changes. The problem situations
presented the applicant will be modified by BESRL to give more emphasis
to motivational factors and expressive ability.
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REVI3W OF OCS BQM INRVIEW FRUCEDUBES

The three primary sources from which the Army obtaLns Junior officers
are: (1) the Reserve Officer Training Corps (RoTC, Soelor Division I
Program), (2) the United States Military Academy (USMA); and (3) the
Offioer Candidate Schools (OCS). Previous research conducted by the US. 3
Army Behavioral Science Research laboratory, dating back to World War II,
resulted in the development, improvement, and implementation of tests of
mental ability, physical proficiency, cadet motivation, and leadership
potential, adapted to the specific needs of each officer procurement, pro-
grAm. Changes in the OCS program in recent years have created an urgent
requirement to update selection instruments and adapt them for recruit
input which constitutes the bulk of current applicants for OCS.

There was a gradual expansion in the OCS program from )1'Y 1960 to
IPY 1965 with annual enrollment rising from 1038 to 3243. A marked expan-
aion occurred in FY 1966 with the activation of the Engineer, Signal,
Armor, Quarbermaster, Transportation, and Ordnance OCS to supplement out-
put from the Infontry and Artillery OCS. Annual enrollment rose to ý,078
in FY 1966 and to 25,813 in FY 1967. To meet heavy input demandas selec-
tion was primarily from recruit sources: college graduates applying under
the enlistment option and other applicants at Reception Stations and in
basic training who bad completed high school. In the reduced 008 program
which went into effect in Au t 19 7p recruit input was limited to college
graduates who will comprise 80 percent of the total input in FY 1968i the
remairnng 20 percent of the input will be limited to in-service personnel
who have been in service more than 12 months.

The OCS selection instrumen'its currently in use were developed on the
basis of research conducted from 1941 to 1956 L1. The selection procedure,
provide for initial screening on mental tests (the General Technical
Aptitude Area and the Officer Candidate Tesot) and final screening on three
leadership measures: (1) the Officer leadership Board Interview, 0M-1;
(2) the Oficer leadership Qualification Inventory, OLI-1; and (3) the
Officer leadership Qualification Report, OIR-1. The latter is a rating
form used exclustvely in screening OCS applicants serving in duty assign-
matte. Such applicants heve constituted only a small percentage of aCS
input since FY 1966. In recent research to update the OC selection'

Sinstruments, replacement tests were developed for the Officer Ieadership
Qualification Inventory and the Officer Candidate Test. The new tests are
used operationaXl4 during FY 1968 on an interim basis until their validity
"can be determined in subsequent research. The instruments are described
in Appendix A.

K' iotula, L. J. and Flaggerty, Helen H. Research on the selection of
jl •fficer candidates and cadets. Technical Research Report 14.6. U. S.

ArzV Behavioral Science Research laboratory. May 1966.
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Research was also undertaken tu refine OCj board interview procedureo.
This research requircd a preliLinaLry VLveAW Of Luilrd inberview lirouedureu
and problemu; invoLvud in ru•ian~i upylicant8, parti,.'ularly recruitu.
lResults obtained in the prelLuinary review, swararirea in the present
publication, will be taken into consideration in revioion uf the board
interview. Until the research is coiileted, the board interview will con-
tinue to be used in the final screening of OCS applicants as noted in the
following section.

THE 0C0 BOARD IfB3,RVL;W AS USED IN FY 1968

The board interview is conducted in two parts by an examining board
of three to five officers. In the first part of the interview (approxi-
mately 30 minutes)) the applicant is evaluated on his uuility to deal with
a series of miniature interpersonal situations. He is put at ease and
then presented informally with selected problem situations for discussion.
Judging from his manner in discussing each problem, he is evaluated on
specific characteristics (List A, Table 1). In the past, evaluations by
the board members were averaged to obtain a total score for this part of
the interview. Operational use of this score has been suspended pending
modification of the interview procedures.

In the teoond part of the interview, the board reviews the appli-
cant's entire record (civilian and military) and makes a final recommenda-
tion to accept or reject the applicant. A favorable board recommendation,
in addition to qualification on the other selection instruments, is essen-
tial to selection. Final selection of CC3 applicants is made by Army
commanders following a review of the applicant's record.

In essence, the main purpose of the board interview is to obtain
objective evaluations of one aspect of behavior--the applicant's ability
to deal with people. A 30-minute standardized interview of this type has
been demonstrated through research to be valid for this purpose, but not
for other purposes such as estimating intelligence or technical competence.

The board interview had established validity when used as intended.
Cooments received from operating personnel, however, indicate that thenr
is considerable variation among boards in the conduct of the interview
and in the relative emphasis placed on the two parts of the interview.
The net effect of such variation is to reduce the validity of the inter-
view. The heavy interviewing load currently being placed on many boards
would also tend to reduce the validity of the interview.

In view of these considerations, scoring of Part I of the interview
has been suspended until appropriate adjustments can be made to insure
uniform interviewing procedures which would be acceptable to 0CS Examining
Boards. In FY 1968, the board interview is used in conjunction with other
instruments as indicated in Table 2. The Officer Qualification Inventory,
ONI-l, and the board interview are the basic leadership selection instru-ments for all applicants. However, applicants in duty aosignments obtaining

-2-
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a favorable rating froa unit commanders on the Officer ,eadership Qualifi-
cation Report, 0oI-I, will be given bonus credits to be added to their
cRi-I score as follows:

OR-1 Score Credit added to 0QI-1 score

100-109 1
110-119 2
120-129 3
130-139
140-149 5

Table 1

PART I C THE BOAD IDERVIEW

A. Characteristics evaluated in Sections A, B, and C, Interview Record:

1. Appearance
2. Voice quality

Facial expressionManner
~.Cooperation

6. Composure
Word selection
language organization

9. Ojectivity

Type of evaluation:

Section A. Ten word descriptions presented for each character-
istic; raters check as many word descriptions as apply to the applicant.

Section B. Eight word descriptions presented for each character-
istic; raters check the one that best describes the applicant.

Section C. Each of the characteristics is rated on a five-point
scale ranging from extremely favorable to extremely unfavorable.

B. Characteristics evaluated in Section Dj Interview Record:

Ability to deal with enlisted men
Ability to deal with junior officers
Ability to deal with superior officers

Each characteristics is rated on a five-point scale ranging from

uncuitable to outstanding.

C. Characteristic evaluated in Section Ep Interview Record:

Ability to deal with people in general
This characteristic is rated on a 20-point scale ranging from

lowest quarter to highest quarter.

3



Table 2

SELECTION REQUIRfEENTE3 FaI OCS IN FY 1968

Qualifying Scores for Various Programs

Recruits Others

Applicants in
Enlistment Reception Basic Duty Assignment,

Option $tations Training Army Reservists

A. Mental Screening
Instruments

1. General Technical
Aptitude Area, UT 110 110 10 110

2. Officer Candidate
Test, OCT-3 115 115 115 115

B. I&adership Screening
Instruments

1. Officer qualifi-
cation InventorypOqI-l 75 75 7ý 75

2. Off cer leader -
ship qualifica- Credit points

tion Reporto given ,or scores
OL-I NA NA NA above 100

3. Officer Leader-
ship Board
Interview, OL1-i Favorable board recommendation for all programs
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BASIC COrUIDEIiUTONS IN TME RIEVh C F
BCAPD IiiflMRV Ih1 •1i0,'],D1JRES

Board interview ijrocedures and problems were reviewed on the basis of
questionnaire data collected from members of OCS Examining Boards. The OCS
Board Review Form was designed to provide information on such questions as:

What is the general attitude of board members about the board
interview and its effectiveness as a screening device?

Should the. board interview be waived for an~y special groups
of applicants?

What personal characteristics are primarily considered in
evaluating applicants, particularly recruits, in the course
of the board interview?

To what extent can these characterictics be adequately
observed and evaluated in the board interview?

What changes, if any, should be made in board interview
procedures to improve their effectiveness?

Comleted questionnaires were collected by mail in September and'
October 1966 from a total of 286 officers serving on OCS Examining Boards
at 21 major Army installations which process the bulk of 0OS applicants
throughout CONUS (see Appendix B). All Army areas were included to insure
that the data would reflect representative opinion throughout COJUS.

In the analysis of the questionnaire datao item response frequencies
and percentage values (p-values) were computed for objective or multiple-

choice items (Items 1, 2, and 4, Section III). On the remaining items,
which were open-ended in nature, analysis was in terms of recurring re-
sponses or themes with response frequencies and p-values ccmputed whenever
possible.

ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNARE DATA

Significant statistics are presented as they relate to (1) general
acceptance of the board interview as a screening device; (2) personal
characteristics considered in evaluating applicants; (3) revision con-
sidered necessary for improving board 4 .nterview procedures. Item
statistics obtained in the analysis of the OCS Board Review Form are
presented in Appendix C.

-K5.S... .. . .... • . .. , ,,- " T J • 2 r - : j
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I
GENERAL ACCEPANCE OF THE JBOu ARPD'ViEV ,:W

Interview described as a useful screening device (Item 1, Section IV).
Respond nfts were instructed to indicate what they considered to be the
primary value of the board interview in screening OCS applicants. Content
analysis revealed only two general categories of response. Ninety-seven
percent of the respondents described the interview as a useful screening
device (weeds out obviously unfit, provides additional ioformation not
covered by other selectors, etc.), whereas only 1.5 percent of the re-
spondents indicated that the board interview bad little or no value as a
screening device.

Interview should be waived for sLecial gro2£Ls olY (Item 5. Section 11).
Respondents were instructed to indicate whether or not the board interview
should be waived for any special group of applicants. Sixty percent indi-
cated that the board interview should be required for all groups of appli-
cents, vhile 35 percent indicated that it shoUld be waived only for special
groups such as senior NCON, warrant officers, and college graduates with
professional training,. Only 2 percent recommended that the board interview
should be eliminated.

Interview accepted with or without modifications (Item 2 Section IV).
Respondents were instruc'ed-t idicate any ch nges thebay wo recommand
to increase the effectiveness of ,ane board interview procedures. Ninety-
five percent of the respondents either accepted the board interview with-
out modifications 117 respondents or suggested modifications to improve
its effectiveness R5i4 respondents). OLly 1.5 percent recommended elimina-
tion of the board interview. The remaining 3.5 percent omitted the i~em.
Reommendations made by respondents are discussed in detail in a later
section of this reort.

Quality of recruit applicants viewed with special concern. According
to supplementary comments on all three items described above, heavy appli-
cant quotas imposed on unit commanders have resulted in referrals of a
large number of recruit applicants who are either not motivated for OCS
or who, by board interview standards, are not prepared for OCS. As a con-

Ssequence, screening on the basis of the board interview is considered ai.
the more necessary. In addition, respondeuts indicated that recruit
applicants were the most difficult group to evaluate in the board inter-
view (Item 4, Section 11). Sixty-six percent of the respondents identifiedrcut as th otdifcl roup t evaluate, as compared 19t~l percent
who identified MCOs and other special groups (shy, withdrawn, etc.). Other

response categories yere no gru difficult to evaluate and unable to

MPRSONAL CHARACTERISTICS CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING APPLICANTS

Characteristics derived from free responses (Item 21 Section II).
Respondents were instructed to state on what basis they Judged an appli-
cant's maturity in the board interview. Frao a content analysis of the

-6- 1!
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responses, seven personal characteristics were identified (List A,
Table 3). Thase characterLiticti are rank-ordered on the basis of the
number of respondents referrinig to cocli cIn ', .teristic. Expressive ability
ability to express ideas and formulate opinions) and general motivation
initiative and plans for self-improvement) are ranked at the top
mentioned by 128 and 112 respondents, respectively), while the other

characteristics (intelligenue, background factors, appearance, poise and
self-confidence, and specialized knowledge) appear to be of secondary
importance (mentioned by from 29 to 44 respondents).

Characteristics covered in Items 1 and 4, Section III. From responses
to these items, the relative importance of ten specified characteristics
in evaluating applicants in the board interview was determined. Five
characteristics identified as criteria of maturity (List A, Table 3) were
included among the ten: expressive ability, motivation for OCS (which
can be subsumed under general motivation), practical Judgment or intelli-
gence, poise and self-confidence, and appearance.

In Item 1, respondents were asked to state to what extent they relied
on each characteristic (very little, to same extent, a great deal) in
their evaluations. Responses provided a basis for an index to the general
Importace of each characteristic. The percentagD of respondents indicat-ing that they relied on a given characteristic "a great dual" was computed.

The ten characteristics, rank-ordered on this index, are presented as
List B, Table 3.

Item 4j Section 111, asked the respondents to select the character-
istics on which they rely primarily in determining whether a recruit has
adequate officer potential. The percentage of respondents selecting each
characteristic was computed as a "recruit" importance index.

The characteristics were generally ranked in the same order on the
basis of the "recruit" importance index as on the basis of the general
Importance index. Four characteristics previously identified am criteria
of maturity are ranked at the top on both indexes: mativation, expressive
ability, practical Judgment, and poise and self-coifidence. The other
characteristics in List B appear to be of minor importance in evaluating
recruits (the recruit importance index was .35 and above for characteristics
1 through 4 an copared with .16 and below for characteristics 5 through 10.

SCharacteriatis derived from free responses to Item Z, Seclion III.
Respondents were instructed to rep3ort an additional characteristics they
considered important in evaluating applicants. The additional character-
istics, identified by content analysis, are rank-ordered on the basis of
response frequency in List C, Table 3. This list includes only one
characteristic (moral integrity) not represented in Lists A or B. Expres-ii eive ability, general motivation, and intelligence were reported as addi-
tional characteristics although they were included in List B (respondents
generally referred to specific aspects of these characteristics rather
than using the terms themselves).

-7-
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Integration of Lists A, p_, and C. Considering all the item data in
Lists A, B, and C, relating to the importance of characteristics, a total
of eight characteristics emerge as critl,!i in evaluatirn applicants in
the board interview:

1. General motivation (motivation for OCS, determination, plans and
goals for self-improvement)

2. Expressive ability (ability to express ideas and formulate
opinions)

. Intelligence (reasoning and practical judgment demonstrated in

discussing problem situations)

4. Moral integrity (sincerity, self-discipline)

5. Background (education, experience, etc.)

6. Poise and self-confidence

7. Specialized knowledge (current events, military affairs)

8. Appearance

Illustrations of deficiencies in these characteristics as noted by OCS
Examining Boards are quoted in Appendix D. Of the eight characteristics,
general motivation and expressive ability appear to be the most critical.

Although no validity data were obtained in this study relating the
integrated list of characteristics to performance in MIS, there are indi-
cations that the characteristics are generally related to performance in
ROTC training. In a preliminary review of ROTC selection procedures,
currently in progress, questionnaire data obtained from professors of ¶

ailitary science suggest that they rely on essentially the same set of
characteristics, with the exception of expressive ability, in differenti-
ating between effective and ineffective ROTC students. Considering the
relative unimportance of expressive ability in advanced RCTC training, it
is possible that ROTC students are screened or develop competence on this
characteristic in the course of their college training and RONO training.

Difficulty of evaluating characteristics based on responses to Item 2
Secti.--ZZ W Respondents were instructed to identify two characteristics
in List Bp Table 3, which they considered to be the most difficult to
observe and evaluate in the board interview. A diffrm'7¥ index was cCM-
puted based on responses to this item: percentage of respondents who
identified a given characteristic as one of the two most difficult to
observe and evaluate. The difficulty index was found to be relatve-ly
Ri-------•'.o•" • in the case of five characteristics (motivation for
OCS, practical judgment or intelligence, tact, understanding, and physical
coordinati:n) and relatively low (.07 and below) in the case of the other

.jSdJ.a~aa .ar .a .f~n .~M . . .,.SSS.~ A . . . .W........ ...........



characteristics. Considering only the c•racteristics identified as
critical In the previous analysis, expressive ability, poise and self-
confidence, and appearance appear to be easy to observe and evaluate In
the board interview as compared with motivation for OCS and practical
judsmnt or Intelligence.

2C ri usdk m W WiIvto 1q Section 11).
Respondents were instructed to indicate on what basis theyJuid an
appicant I'I motivation for 0C8. Content analysis of responses showed
that respondents 1Aaatify poorly motivated applicants on the baris of
suoh factors as lack of expressed interest in OCS, personal or selfish
reasons for going to 0C8 (prestige) privileges), and limited lnformation
about the 0CS program and officers in general.

RECO• MATI0ONS CR REVISION C' BOARD 1I9MV3W PROCEDUS

It was previously reported that 95 percent of the respondents indi-
cated that they accepted the board Interview with or without modification.
A total of 154 respondents contributed one or more reeomndations.
Content analysis of these recac ndations showed that they related to
screening prior to the board Interview as well as screen1ig on the basis
of the board interview itself.

The largest number of reomndations (168) were concerned with the
improvement of screening procedures prior to the board interview through
more careful orientation and selection of applicants at the unit level and
preferably after completion of basic training*. Tt was understood that the
heavy reoruitmnt of applicants at Reception Stations and Training Centers
precluded any signifiaant screening at the unit levelp particularly in
view of the heavy pressure applied in recruiting all personnel who qualify
mentally regardless of their motivation and previous record.

A total of 100 reommendations related to the conduct of the inter-
view itself. The following recomendatione were listed with the greatest
frequency by respondents:

Freouenoy
Revision or elimination of the evaluations
scored in Part I of the interview 38

Provision for a review of individual records
prior to the interview 24

Provision for a more relaxed, informal
atmosphere 23

Revision or updating of problem situations 15

-10 0-
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The remaining rcci~u•mie'n1ltAoi.l; () -u u'onceoi%'•d ;ith the coupo 1.-
tion of OCU E'xamining Board.,; and the interviewing Uchedulo: Pake boards
permanent, require more field grade officert, nICl more OCJ Lýraduateo to
serve on boards, reduce interviewirn schedule tu six applicants or less
a day.

GENERAL CONSIDERATION£S 2CM REVISION WF THE BOARD IIiFlERVIW

The expansion of the OCS program has resulted in a marked change in
the type of applicant boin& recruited for the program. In the past,
applicants have been primarily career-motivated NCOs who were screened
with respect to leadership potential prior to the board interviow on the
basis of the Officer Ieadcrahip Qualification Report. At the present
time, the applicants are primarily recruits who cannot be screened on
this basis under current recruitment conditions. Screening in their case
is necessarily limited to qualification on the Officer Qualification
Inventory and the board interviev. The questionnaire data obtained in
the present study support continued use of the board interview in the
final screening of OCS applicants. Hzever, appropriate revisions will
need to be made to permit more careful screening of recruit applicants.

The revisions most strongly indicated by the questionnaire data
relate to the objective evaluations obtained in Part I of the interview
(suspended in FY 68 with the implementation of the interim OCS selection
battery). More em2phasis needs to be placed on motivational factors
(including motivation for OCS), expressive ability, and other character-
iatics considered to be critical by OCS Examining Boards in their final
evaluation of applicants in Part II of the interview. To provide for
increased emphasis on these characteristics, some modification in the
problem situations and topics discussed during the interview will be re-
quired. In its present form, the board interview fails to provide any
check at all on motivational factors, although it is clear from the
questionnaire data that motivation for OCS has been introduced as a dis-
cussion topic in the interview by most OCS Examining Boards. In general,
discussion problems and topics rclu.ting to current events, international
affairs, and military matters would be of most concern to OCS Examining
Boards, provided the topics are in the realm of experionce of recruit
applicants.

In the revision of the evaluation system, it is doubtful that the
two-part interview will be retained in its present form. The question-
naire data strongly indicate that OCS Examining Boards cannot adequately
evaluate the motivation and maturity of applicants in a vacuum, without
reference to all available inrofrmation about the applicant) including his
background and experience. As a minimum, a review of a personal history
form completed by the applicant should be made an integral part of the
interview itself prior to any evaluation of the applicant. A major
problem is how to avoid introducing bias--displacing attention from
personality variables to intellective factors better measured outside
the board interview.

-. . -
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A one-Part interview) limited to approximately thirty minutes, in
virtually a necessity in view of the interviewing load •uoomed on many OCS
USAIning Board-. At the same tme evaluation and scoring requirem nts
should be simplified and held to a minimum. In this respeat, global or
d siary retinas would be more desirable than detailed evaluations of the
type currently used in Part I of the interview which require the use of
several worksbeets. For exanplep current evaluations of voice quality
and word molectionp which can be considered fragwntary in nature as
indicators of expressive ability, could be replaoed by a global evalua-
tion. of expressive ability itself., pArticularly since this ability Is
considered relatively e#sy for 008 boards to evaluate. Motivation andA
practical judwnt require special attentionp since they are considered
relatively difficult to evaluate in the board interview.

Perhaps the most difficult problem faced by OCS Examining Boards
during the period of the survey van the evaluation of recruit applicants,
partic:l~u.larl recent high school graduates with limited educstionp bac k- '
ground and experience. It to considered doubtful tha the boar Inter- :
view can be sufflol*3ntly refined to permit otbor tban crude screening of

V1 his type of applicants Fro thinm stand~point.. it would be deiabl.e.'mol o-

retain the current policy of r3stricting recruit input to college graduate@,

'-,
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APPENDDC A

INSTRUMENTS USED IN OCS SELECTION IN ADDITION TO TIE BOG INTERVIEW

Offier cOndidate Test• OCT-i

0CT-S, developed to replace OCT-i and OCT-2 as a mental screening
instrument for the 008 program, is a converted form of the ROTO Qualifying
Zxamination Rq-7, which was previously used as a selector for the Advanced
Course in the Senior Division ROTC program. It consists of two parts:
Part Ip Language Testp with 40 verbal analysis and 50 same-opposite itemsj
and Part I1, Mathematics Testp with 40 items, mainly of the computation
type. Tim limit is 15 minutes for each part. All items are multiple
choice and the soaring formula in R - W13. A special answr sheet is
provided to permit scoring by the Digitek Optical Scanner. OCT-5 was
standardized on an enlisted input sample of approximately 600 cases tested
at Fort Dix, N. J. during the first week of November 1966. As in the case
of OCT-1 and OCT-2, a qualifying standard score of 115 is set for screening
008 input.

xanier Qualification Inventory OQ(1I-

•I-l was developed to replace the Officer Leadership Qualification
Inventory, OLI-l, as a leadership screening instrument for the 00S program.
It contains 164 items, most of which were selected from the following three
source instrumnts, with minor adaptation for 00S input whenever necessary.

1. Inventory of Cadet Aptitude) which was research-validated at the

2. Classification Inventory, a combat arms selector in the U. S.
Army Classification Battery.

3. Officer Leadership Qualification Inventory, 0LI-1.

The major empirical key in 0(I-l was derived from the Inventory
of Cadet Aptitude; the cross-validity coefficient of this key in a USMA
sample (Class of 1967) was .30 utilizing the Aptitude for the Service
Rating as the criterion, and .17 utilizing a motivation criterion. The
instrument was standardized on an enlisted input sample of approximately
600 cases tested at Fort Kncx, Kentucky during the first week of February
1967. A qualifying raw score of 75 is set for screening 0CS input (bottom ¶40 percent eliminated). As in the case of CCT-3), a special answer sheet
is provided to permit scoring by the Digitek Optical Scanner.

LUse of the commercial title of a product is in the interest of precision

in describing the instrument and does not constitute indorsement by the
Departmnt of the AroW.
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APPENDIX B

LOCATION F OCS EWCAMININ BOARDS
PARTICIPATING IN TH SUREY

First Uni6.ed States Am

Fort Dix, New Jersey
Fort Devenh, Massachusetts
Fort Mormouth, New Jersey
Fort Imyes, Ohio

Third United States Arty

Fort Ruoker, Alabama
Fort Campbell, Kentuoky-
Fort Bragg, North Carolina
Fort Beraning, Georgia
Fort Jackson, South Carolina

Fourth United States Army

Fort Bliss, Texas
Fort Sill# OkiaLomi "
Fort Polk, Louisiana
Fort Sam Houston, Texas
Fort Hood, Texas

Fifth United States Army

Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri
Fort Riley) K•asas
Fort Leavenworth, Kenmas

Sixth United States Armr

Fort Ord$ California
Fort lwis, Washington
Fort Huachuca, Arizona
Presidio of San Francisoo, California

-16-
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APPENDIX C

ITEM ZN THE 008 BOAD REV3W F4RM
W3'H REBUIr8 Or ANALYSIS

q f SECTION 11

Item 2. Some applioants have been considered by 008 ftaauning Boards to
be iaturee. In bhe cou•se of an interview) w-at observations have yoa

,. •dmadep if any'' thab led you to believe that an appliout was Immature?

Response

Deficen ive N biltyea jde b 9
ability to exp,"ts ideas end to

formulate oplnon,

0eneral motivation (as j by 1b L12
future goals) objectives, and, plans
for selft-improvement)

Intelligence (practical judpsnt, 44
reasoning ability reflected in..
discussing problem situations)

Background factors (education, 37
experience, age, participation inat•hleticL and leadershi ac~tivities)

Ap p earan ce 
30

eovse 
an self - confiden ce 

29

Specialized knowledge (current evente 29

military affairs)
Other obaraoteristics (response 36
frequenoy less than 10)

No response 341

TOU•L 479

1I

- 17 -
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Item 3. Some applicants have beear cons Ldered by 0CS Exswainiiig Boards
to be "poorly motivated for OCS". In the course of" an interview, what.
observations have you made, if any, that led you to believe that an
applicant was deficient in motivation?

Response I I
Deficiencies Noted: Freauency

Applicants express no desire for •

00C (unable to give a reason,
pressure by unit CO, just becausequalifLed on toots)

Applicants epsspersonal or12

self ish re &one (pay, Prestige.,

provalemes, ets.)

Applicants uninformed about OCS 46program) branches of servioep and!
duties of officers

lack of preparation for board interview 12
(poor dress, appearance) I
Other reasons (response frequency 25
less then 10)

No response 37
------TOTAL 579

Ii4
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Item 4. What types of applicants (recruits, NC0, etc.) are most
difficult to evaluate in the course of the board interview? Consider
any cases on which there is generally some disagreement in final
reoommendations made by individual board members.

Response
Fr.Quenoy Percentage

Recruits 190 66.4

NCOs 29 10.1

Special groups (sab, withdrawn 23 8.14.
individuals, etc.)

NO group difficult 20 6.9

No response or unable to 24 8.4
~~i.I compare--

TOTAL 286 100.2

Itema 5. For what applicants, it any) could the requirement for a board

interview be waived?

Response
Tyzes of Response: Frequency Percenjge

Inerview should not be 171 60.0
waived for anyone

Interview should be waived 99 3.6
for special groups

(i) Personnel with
considerable military
service and demonstrated
leadership (senior NCOs,
Warrant Officers)

(2) College graduates and

professionals

Interview should be eliminated 6 2.0

No response 10 3.4

TOTAL 286 100.0

- 19 -
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SECTION III

Item l. Below is a lilt of obaracteristica or qualities which can to
some extent be observed and evaluated in the course of the board interview.
Indicate by placing a oheck mark (1) in she appropriate column the extent

to which you rely on each characteristic in determining whether an appli-
cant (E-.1 and above) has adequate officer potential.

Response General Importance

_rao__erit__s Freaueno index (D-value)

Appearance: 153
Good military appearance

Physical Coordination: 80 .29
Agility, motivation of action

Poise and Self-Confidenoe: 229 .81

Sure of himself

Interaction with Board:

(1) Active participation 202 .71
during interview

(2) Cooperative attitude 141 .50

ixpressive Ability: 235 .85
Clarity (clear, concise, easy
to follow)

T•act: 88 .3.1
Saying or doing wbat is
appropriate without giving
unnecessary offense

Practical Judgment: 229 .81
Sound Judgment in discussing

proble i situations

Urderstanding: 17T 5
Ability to understand.
instructions fi

Motivation for Military 25 .85
Service and OCS

6Number of respondents who indicated that they relied on the character-
istic -Mueast deaa in evaluating applicants.
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Item 2. Circle below the letter of the two characteristics listed in
Item 1 above which are most difficult to evaluate in the course of the
board interview.

Response Difficulty
Characteristics Frequency Index (p-value)

a. Appearance 4 .01

b. Physical Coordination 119 .

c. Poise and Self-Confidence 19 .07

d. Interaotion with Board 18 .06

e. Expressive Ability 15 .05

f. Tact 78 .28

S. Practical Judgment 98 .5.

h. Understanding 84 .30

is MotivaLon for Military 124 ."4
Service and OCS

-21
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Item 3. What additional characteristicu do you rely on during the board
interview in determining whether or not an applicant has adequate officer
potential2 Indicate which one is the most important.

A
Response

Q sof Response Fraqguenqy

General motivation (ambition, 88
enthusiasm, defined plans andgoals for self-ivprovement)

,jAoral integrity (sinoerity, 60

Background (education, experienced 59
extra-currcular activities )

res , b. Mil it ry ma t rs2

hratelligence (reasonip practical ons

Expressive ability (expressing ideas 28
and opinione d wor knowledge)1.5
Specialized 

knowledge 
and interests

a. Current events an d world affairs 2 4 
:

b. Mkil it ax m atters 

22 

!

O ther character 
ist ics (response 

32

frequency 
less than 

10)

N o r e s p o n s e 

45 

•

TOTAL 406

-22-
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Item 4. On which characteristics mentioned in Item 1 above would you
rely praaril.y during the board interview in deter•ining whgtber or not
arecruit (3-1) lam "equiate officer potential?

Response Recruit mportance

b. PbyAlCe Coordieation 8 .00

a. Polse •ad Self-Oonf±.noe 93 ..

e, .pres:ive Ability 103 .-9

f. Tact 9 .03

g. PraMtiOcl J nt 129 .48

h. Understanding 27 .

io Motivaticn for Military 1g 4
Service and OCS

SECTION IV II
teem l. Wbat in your opinion) is the primary value of the 00S board

Intervire in screening OCS applicants? I
Response

Types of Response Frequency Percentage

Intervicw useful (weeds out 278 97.0
obviously unfit, provides
additional informstion) etc.)

interview of little or no vLlue 4 1.5

No response , 1.5

TOTAL 286 100.0

-23-



Itemu 2. What changes, if any, would you recanenmd in board interview
procedures to improve their effectivenese 7

Types of Response ErequgeacZ Percentage
No changes recammended 117 41.0

Constructive changes recommended 154 a4.o

ElnLination of interview recnmiended 14 1.5

No response VS
TOTAL rt

Response

Constructive changes recoammended in Item 2 above _________

Changes prior to board interview:

Better selection at unit level 62

Processing after completion ofbasic training or later 61 ,
Eliminate pressure on quotaki 28••

Better orientation of applicants 17•

TOTAL 168 J

Changes in conduct of interview:

Revision of Part I evaluations 38

Review of individual records 24

More informal) relaxed atmosphere 23

Revise problem situations 1

TOTAL 100

Changes in composition of board and schedule:.

Decrease workload 28

More COS graduates, field grade officers
on boards, permanent boards 20

TOTAL 48

-24-
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APPENDIX D

ILLUSTRATIONS OF DEFICINCIES NO1MD BY OCS EXA41NING BOARDS
TAKEN VERBATIM FROM TIED 008 BOARD REV3EW FORM

General Motivation

Basically when an applicant is asked what he does during his off-duty
time, the majority of replies indicate a programi of self-improvementb both
socially an' academically. Howeverp there are times when you ask an appli-
cant this r Lestion and he replies "nothing".

Not sure they want to go to 008. Very little idea as to what they
would do if commissioned.

Undecided on present status and future plans.

Lack of personal objectives.

Statements such as "I want to be an officer because it's easier than
being an UM'.

Some seem to be applying only because of pressure from commanders.

Have not made up their minds as to what they want out of life.

Living from day to day without purpose and no real responsibility.

Flighty with respect to their goals in life,

Expressive Ability
'4

Unable to express themselves well on given subjects as they haven't
formed any ideas on basic issues which mature people are vitally interested
in.

Inability to converse or project his personality even after a warmup

period.

Inability to speak on subjects of general, everyday knowledge.

Answering of questions w'ith short answers such as yes or no and not
being able to explain the answers.

Inability to express himself in more than eighth grade vocabulary.

Limited or no views on opinion-type questions within the scope of
the applicant's knowledge.

-25
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Som applicants have been unable to discuss any subject put to them,
often answering in phrases or rel~ing on,. yeso or no.

Giving answers of' "I don't know" or "I can't reall.y say" to q~uestions
regarding the applicant' s own opinion,,

Intelligence or ractioal Zudggnt

Inablity of applicant to express mature Judgent when answering
quzestions.

Irability to follow the trend~ of thought dictated by the board.

Opinions on issues not based on reasonable judgenezt.

Unrealistic views, judgments vhIch reflect little thought.

H Inability of' some applicants to reason or understand certain

situations whioh they face daily.

Offering of opinions without being able to substantiate them.

Moral Intearity

Puatting high value on material concepts while completely subjugating
or ignoring moral and ethical values.

A lack of sincerity.

Record of commission of minor offenses..

Have had two or more charges against them for the misuse of alcoholic
beverages within recent months.

lacking in self-discipline.

Iack.of integrity, honesty, and lc~alty,

Background

Age and experience in civilian life,* Alxmoa all of this candidates I
see are from basic training and ara law in both areas.

Deaotnsti1ttd lack of experience in 4.souuaing simple situations,
reacion toeveryday problems*

The new soldiers have not bad the experience neuassary to evaluate
their leadership abilities.

-26-
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lack of experience associated with age.

Mary applicants have had numerous unsuccessful jobs and have
additionally flunked out of college.

lack of any past indications of acceptance of responsibility.

Insufficient educational background.

Limited worldly background due mainly to home life, Little traveled
and read.

Limited participation in community or extra-ourricular activities.

Poise and Self-Confidence

A complete void of Wn self-confidence.

Ill at ease.

Applicant finds it difficult to become at ease.

Nervousness before the board.

Lack of security when speaking.

Unsure of himself, easily swayed.

Little confidence in ability to complete (XS,

Siecialized Knowledge

Disinterested in current events as opposed to comic section of
newspapers.

Unaware of current events.

Possessed undeveloped views on items of national and international
scopes

Tack of general military knowledge.

They have little knowledge of U. J. and military histoy.

When asked about certain problem areas such as poverty program, slum
problems, etc., on which most applicants could converse freely, this small
group would not know anything about the subject.

Lock of knowl.dge of ArVy goals, programs, and policies.

-27/"
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Appearance.

Did not take the trouble to prepare himself physically.

Have such a youthful appearance that it would be difficult to
obtain the respect of others.

One individual came in lacking a shave, haircut, clean uniform,

shined shoes, etac.

Slovenly appearance.

Lack of orderliness of appearance.

Poor military bearing.

I 1

1,

-28-
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